The current era is marked by transnational problems and crisis, with migration, war, unemployment, recession, and terrorism shattering the lives of human beings across several regions of the world in a vicious dynamic of interaction that does not respect national borders
I . In such a devastating spiral consideration for human life decreases; man becomes a sort of object on which is normal and rightful to practice and impose physical, moral and psychological violence II . Thus, in the contemporary scenario we see the simultaneous and connected development of an interdependent transnational crisis, and a deep devaluation of human dignity. In this connection it is possible to identify a key feature not only of current times but also of the entire twentieth century, a sort of unresolved issue that continues to recur in new guises III . In order to better understand and critique some crucial 
1.
At the outset Camus noticed that much as the seventeenth century was the century of mathematics, the eighteenth that of the physical sciences, and the nineteenth that of biology, "our twentieth century is the century of fear" V (Camus 2002b : 636) . For Camus, it was not only the dangerous new scientific development but also the new existential condition of human beings that created the "humus" for the development of fear. In fact the removal of any perspective on the future and the increasing silence among individuals and peoples created an inhumane context in which fear and terror became structural features:
2.
So what was the role of the subjects who, rejecting any legitimization of murder, refused the logic of violence in the face of reality IX ? They had to choose a utopia X that would have helped to save what was possible to save, starting from the human bodies, or better from the same possibility of a future. But in order to move towards such a relative utopia, to realize it as part of history, it was necessary to consider the new political, social and economic conditions created during the nineteen-thirties and 'forties. The "century of fear" was also the century of world (Camus 2002b : 650-651) .
The regime of dictatorship that Camus denounced as typical of his context was a system of "international dictatorship" in which governments -the executive powers - The supremacy of executive powers -that made international law, and which ended up with control over national parliaments -was equated with an international dictatorship, which it was necessary to resist. This resistance was finally to lead to a reversal of such a dictatorship in a system in which a legislative assembly -in a new universal formationwould take back authority over the executive powers, creating an international democracy.
In order to attain the latter it would be necessary to sign a new social contract among individuals that would have helped to go beyond the logic that ruled contemporary governments, preventing them from becoming part of the transformation imagined by 
5.
The From this point of view the direction indicated by Camus was particularly narrow and in a certain measure contradictory: in order to obtain a kind of international democracy (and with it a strategic result against the logic of violence and murder and the consequent spirit of fear) it was necessary to create a new lifestyle with a slow transnational nongovernmental action in a moment in which it was necessary to find a rapid global answer to common and ruinous problems. But at the same time Camus' interest was less focused on political strategy than on finding the beginning of a new logic, useful to conceive and transform the future of the world, to reveal the true big issues of his century and to change the mind of some decisive political actors: the men who, preferring the logic of dialogue, refused to be victims or executioners.
6.
It is possible to accuse Camus of being more utopist than those he accused of being in favor of an "absolute Utopia", or to be too influenced by the "Jacobin" idea of the supremacy of the legislative power over the executive one XXXVII . But, finally, it could be more worthwhile evaluating if the question that he stressed is completely out of touch with today's reality. Yes, of course, our world is politically disunited, divided into regional areas that the situation will continue unchanged, the perspective stressed by Camus might still preserve some critical suggestions for us. II It is important to notice that our problem it is not only a matter of imposed or received violence. There is also a problem linked with the "desire" to be victim. In fact, as stressed by Wendy Brown, we can also desire to suffer violence and we can found our formation as subjects on such a masochism (Brown 2001: 45-61) . III Toni Jundt argues that considering all the deep differences rooted in particular 20th century contexts -we must not undervalue the continuity of our history and of our problems that are for many aspects the same of the 20th century (Jundt, 2009: 1-22) . VI "The most striking feature of the world we live in is that most of its inhabitants -with the exception of pietists of various kinds -are cut off from the future. Life has no validity unless it can project itself toward the future, can ripen and progress. Living against a wall is a dog's life. True -and the men of my generation, those who are going into the factories and the colleges, have lived and are living more and more like dogs. This is not the first time, of course, that men have confronted a future materially closed to them. But hitherto they have been able to transcend the dilemma by words, by protests, by appealing to other values which lent them hope. Today no one speaks any more (except those who repeat themselves) because history seems to be in the grip of blind and deaf forces which will heed neither cries of warning, nor advice, nor entreaties… Mankind's dialogue has just come to an end. And naturally a man with whom one cannot reason is a man to be feared… We live in terror because persuasion is no longer possible; because man has been wholly submerged in History; because he can no longer tap that part of his nature, as real as the historical part, which he recaptures in contemplating the beauty of nature and of human face, because we live in a world of abstractions, of bureaus and machines, of absolute ideas and of crude messianism. We suffocate among people who think they are absolutely right, whether in their machines or in their ideas. And for all who can live only in an atmosphere of human dialogue and sociability, this silence is the end of the world". 
